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young person who is in school, who 
wants to get job training while he or 
she is in school so they can take the 
first step up that career ladder.

b 1645 

Right now the process of qualifying 
for that job training requires that the 
individual prove his or her income. 
That can be a burdensome, time-con-
suming, bureaucratic process. 

What this bill says is that, if the 
young person in question is eligible for 
a free school lunch, they should auto-
matically be eligible for the job train-
ing. That makes sense, because it says 
that, once one filled out one set of 
forms with one’s income tax return or 
one’s parents’ income tax return, and 
once one has gone through one bureau-
cratic thicket to qualify for a school 
lunch, since the criteria are substan-
tially identical to qualify for the job 
training, one ought to be able to do it 
anyway. That makes perfect sense. The 
Department of Labor supports that, 
and so do we. We are glad that it is in 
the legislation. 

The second issue is to understand the 
person who has been caught in the 
switches of this changing economy. It 
is indisputably true that, if one is a 
network analyst or a software engi-
neer, these are great times to be com-
ing out in the job market. People are 
getting signing bonuses and getting re-
cruited by firms, and they are doing 
very, very well. 

It is not such a great time if one is 
working at a steel mill or manufac-
turing plant or a coal mine or in other 
manufacturing segments of our econ-
omy. In many areas of the country, in 
many industries, those industries have 
been shrinking. Many people find 
themselves in the middle of their lives, 
in the middle of their careers, in the 
middle of their mortgages, in the mid-
dle of raising their children without a 
secure source of income, without a job. 

These are people who most need the 
skills to make the jump from the old 
economy to the new one, who most 
need the skills to upgrade themselves 
within the old economy so they can be 
part of that shrunken workforce at a 
higher level of productivity and higher 
wages. 

Very often that person’s plan is to be 
on unemployment benefits for a while 
and then go to school at the same time, 
go to some kind of job training pro-
gram at the same time, stretch their 
bills during the period of time they are 
on unemployment, get their training, 
and then get a new job that pays higher 
with health benefits, and get their fam-
ily back on their feet. That is the way 
people do it. 

An anomaly in the Workforce Invest-
ment Act of 1998 has made it difficult 
for people to do that because there is a 
question that gets raised as to whether 
or not that person can still receive his 
or her unemployment benefits while 

they are getting their job training. We 
think the answer ought to be yes; that 
if someone has a little bit of a supple-
mental income from their unemploy-
ment compensation and they are going 
to school and working very hard to up-
grade their skills so they can move 
back into the workforce at a higher 
wage, that is what they are supposed to 
be doing. Those are the rules of the 
game. 

It is very important that what this 
bill does is to clarify that that answer 
should, in most cases, be yes; that, in 
most cases, the participation of a 
worker in a Workforce Investment Act 
training program does not automati-
cally disqualify him or her from receiv-
ing unemployment benefits from the 
State. There may be other factors that 
do, but the mere participation in this 
program does not disqualify someone 
for unemployment benefits. 

What this really does is provide a 
lifeline of relief to someone at a very 
difficult time in his or her life and ca-
reer. It is a very good idea. The Depart-
ment of Labor supports it. We are glad 
it is in the bill, and we support it as 
well. 

Let me raise one area of concern that 
we do carry forward as this bill is nego-
tiated between the two Chambers and 
as it reaches the executive branch, and 
that is the question of the employer’s 
responsibility to match or contribute 
to funds for job training that are pro-
vided by the Federal Government. 

We certainly understand that there 
should be flexibility for employers, 
that employers that are modest in size 
and have very little cash in the bank 
ought not to be excluded from custom 
training because of that situation. 
Very often those are the employers 
that are producing most of the new 
jobs in the economy. 

It is important to us, however, that 
we spread these job training dollars to 
as many people as possible. In other 
words, we believe that, if there is a 
choice between using 100 percent of the 
money to train three people or 100 per-
cent of the money to train one person, 
we should always err on the side of 
training three people rather than one. 

We do have some concerns about the 
way the bill is drafted at this point 
that we believe might permit an undue 
concentration of job training funds on 
one person and not require the level of 
employer contribution that ought to be 
contributed. The AFL/CIO, for exam-
ple, has expressed this concern, and I 
would echo it, and I would urge the ma-
jority to work with us and with the De-
partment of Labor and those in the 
other body who are interested to try to 
reconcile this difference as we go for-
ward. But we shall, indeed, go forward. 

I would commend both of my gentle-
men from California, Mr. MCKEON and 
Mr. RADANOVICH. I guess the author of 
this bill is proving that we are putting 
new wine in new bottles, given his 

background as a vintner. I must say I 
speak as the brother-in-law of a fellow 
vintner, so I immediately appreciated 
the work of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. RADANOVICH). I salute the 
efforts of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MCKEON). 

So having duly noted the concerns of 
the overconcentration of resources on a 
few people, I would commend the posi-
tive aspects of this bill. I thank the De-
partment of Labor for its input.

Madam Speaker, since I have no fur-
ther speakers, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. MCHUGH. Madam Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
MORELLA). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from 
California (Mr. MCKEON) that the 
House suspend the rules and pass the 
bill, H.R. 4216, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

The title of the bill was amended so 
as to read:

‘‘A bill to amend the Workforce Invest-
ment Act of 1998 to expand the flexibility of 
customized training, and for other pur-
poses.’’. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

INDEPENDENT TELECOMMUNI-
CATIONS CONSUMER ENHANCE-
MENT ACT OF 2000 

Mrs. CUBIN. Madam Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 3850) to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to promote deploy-
ment of advanced services and foster 
the development of competition for the 
benefit of consumers in all regions of 
the Nation by relieving unnecessary 
burdens on the Nation’s two percent 
local exchange telecommunications 
carriers, and for other purposes, as 
amended. 

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 3850

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Independent 
Telecommunications Consumer Enhance-
ment Act of 2000’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the fol-
lowing: 

(1) The Telecommunications Act of 1996 
was enacted to foster the rapid deployment 
of advanced telecommunications and infor-
mation technologies and services to all 
Americans by promoting competition and re-
ducing regulation in telecommunications 
markets nationwide. 

(2) The Telecommunications Act of 1996 
specifically recognized the unique abilities 
and circumstances of local exchange carriers 
with fewer than two percent of the Nation’s 
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subscriber lines installed in the aggregate 
nationwide. 

(3) Given the markets two percent carriers 
typically serve, such carriers are uniquely 
positioned to accelerate the deployment of 
advanced services and competitive initia-
tives for the benefit of consumers in less 
densely populated regions of the Nation. 

(4) Existing regulations are typically tai-
lored to the circumstances of larger carriers 
and therefore often impose disproportionate 
burdens on two percent carriers, impeding 
such carriers’ deployment of advanced tele-
communications services and competitive 
initiatives to consumers in less densely pop-
ulated regions of the Nation. 

(5) Reducing regulatory burdens on two 
percent carriers will enable such carriers to 
devote additional resources to the deploy-
ment of advanced services and to competi-
tive initiatives to benefit consumers in less 
densely populated regions of the Nation. 

(6) Reducing regulatory burdens on two 
percent carriers will increase such carriers’ 
ability to respond to marketplace condi-
tions, allowing them to accelerate deploy-
ment of advanced services and competitive 
initiatives to benefit consumers in less 
densely populated regions of the Nation. 

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this Act 
are—

(1) to accelerate the deployment of ad-
vanced services and the development of com-
petition in the telecommunications industry 
for the benefit of consumers in all regions of 
the Nation, consistent with the Tele-
communications Act of 1996, by reducing reg-
ulatory burdens on local exchange carriers 
with fewer than two percent of the Nation’s 
subscriber lines installed in the aggregate 
nationwide; 

(2) to improve such carriers’ flexibility to 
undertake such initiatives; and 

(3) to allow such carriers to redirect re-
sources from paying the costs of such regu-
latory burdens to increasing investment in 
such initiatives. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITION. 

Section 3 of the Communications Act of 
1934 (47 U.S.C. 153) is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (51) and 
(52) as paragraphs (52) and (53), respectively; 
and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (50) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(51) TWO PERCENT CARRIER.—The term 
‘two percent carrier’ means an incumbent 
local exchange carrier within the meaning of 
section 251(h) that has fewer than two per-
cent of the Nation’s subscriber lines in-
stalled in the aggregate nationwide.’’. 
SEC. 4. REGULATORY RELIEF FOR TWO PERCENT 

CARRIERS. 
Title II of the Communications Act of 1934 

is amended by adding at the end thereof a 
new part IV as follows: 

‘‘PART IV—PROVISIONS CONCERNING 
TWO PERCENT CARRIERS 

‘‘SEC. 281. REDUCED REGULATORY REQUIRE-
MENTS FOR TWO PERCENT CAR-
RIERS. 

‘‘(a) COMMISSION TO TAKE INTO ACCOUNT 
DIFFERENCES.—In adopting rules that apply 
to incumbent local exchange carriers (within 
the meaning of section 251(h)), the Commis-
sion shall separately evaluate the burden 
that any proposed regulatory, compliance, or 
reporting requirements would have on two 
percent carriers. 

‘‘(b) EFFECT OF RECONSIDERATION OR WAIV-
ER.—If the Commission adopts a rule that 
applies to incumbent local exchange carriers 
and fails to separately evaluate the burden 
that any proposed regulatory, compliance, or 

reporting requirement would have on two 
percent carriers, the Commission shall not 
enforce the rule against two percent carriers 
unless and until the Commission performs 
such separate evaluation. 

‘‘(c) ADDITIONAL REVIEW NOT REQUIRED.—
Nothing in this section shall be construed to 
require the Commission to conduct a sepa-
rate evaluation under subsection (a) if the 
rules adopted do not apply to two percent 
carriers, or such carriers are exempted from 
such rules. 

‘‘(d) SAVINGS CLAUSE.—Nothing in this sec-
tion shall be construed to prohibit any size-
based differentiation among carriers man-
dated by this Act, chapter 6 of title 5, United 
States Code, the Commission’s rules, or any 
other provision of law. 

‘‘(e) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The provisions of 
this section shall apply with respect to any 
rule adopted on or after the date of enact-
ment of this section. 

‘‘SEC. 282. LIMITATION OF REPORTING REQUIRE-
MENTS. 

‘‘(a) LIMITATION.—The Commission shall 
not require a two percent carrier—

‘‘(1) to file cost allocation manuals or to 
have such manuals audited, but a two per-
cent carrier that qualifies as a class A car-
rier shall annually certify to the Commis-
sion that the two percent carrier’s cost allo-
cation complies with the rules of the Com-
mission; or 

‘‘(2) to file Automated Reporting and Man-
agement Information Systems (ARMIS) re-
ports. 

‘‘(b) PRESERVATION OF AUTHORITY.—Except 
as provided in subsection (a), nothing in this 
Act limits the authority of the Commission 
to obtain access to information under sec-
tions 211, 213, 215, 218, and 220 with respect to 
two percent carriers. 

‘‘SEC. 283. INTEGRATED OPERATION OF TWO PER-
CENT CARRIERS. 

‘‘The Commission shall not require any 
two percent carrier to establish or maintain 
a separate affiliate to provide any common 
carrier or noncommon carrier services, in-
cluding local and interexchange services, 
commercial mobile radio services, advanced 
services (within the meaning of section 706 of 
the Telecommunications Act of 1996), paging, 
Internet, information services or other en-
hanced services, or other services. The Com-
mission shall not require any two percent 
carrier and its affiliates to maintain sepa-
rate officers, directors, or other personnel, 
network facilities, buildings, research and 
development departments, books of account, 
financing, marketing, provisioning, or other 
operations. 

‘‘SEC. 284. PARTICIPATION IN TARIFF POOLS AND 
PRICE CAP REGULATION. 

‘‘(a) NECA POOL.—The participation or 
withdrawal from participation by a two per-
cent carrier of one or more study areas in 
the common line tariff administered and 
filed by the National Exchange Carrier Asso-
ciation or any successor tariff or adminis-
trator shall not obligate such carrier to par-
ticipate or withdraw from participation in 
such tariff for any other study area. 

‘‘(b) PRICE CAP REGULATION.—A two per-
cent carrier may elect to be regulated by the 
Commission under price cap rate regulation, 
or elect to withdraw from such regulation, 
for one or more of its study areas at any 
time. The Commission shall not require a 
carrier making an election under this para-
graph with respect to any study area or 
areas to make the same election for any 
other study area. 

‘‘SEC. 285. DEPLOYMENT OF NEW TELECOMMUNI-
CATIONS SERVICES BY TWO PER-
CENT COMPANIES. 

‘‘The Commission shall permit two percent 
carriers to introduce new interstate tele-
communications services by filing a tariff on 
one day’s notice showing the charges, classi-
fications, regulations and practices therefor, 
without obtaining a waiver, or make any 
other showing before the Commission in ad-
vance of the tariff filing. The Commission 
shall not have authority to approve or dis-
approve the rate structure for such services 
shown in such tariff. 
‘‘SEC. 286. ENTRY OF COMPETING CARRIER. 

‘‘(a) PRICING FLEXIBILITY.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of this Act, any 
two percent carrier shall be permitted to 
deaverage its interstate switched or special 
access rates, file tariffs on one day’s notice, 
and file contract-based tariffs for interstate 
switched or special access services imme-
diately upon certifying to the Commission 
that a telecommunications carrier unaffili-
ated with such carrier is engaged in facili-
ties-based entry within such carrier’s service 
area. 

‘‘(b) PRICING DEREGULATION.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of this Act, 
upon receipt by the Commission of a certifi-
cation by a two percent carrier that a local 
exchange carrier that is not a two percent 
carrier is engaged in facilities-based entry 
within the two percent carrier’s service area, 
the Commission shall regulate such two per-
cent carrier as non-dominant, and therefore 
shall not require the tariffing of the inter-
state service offerings of such two percent 
carrier. 

‘‘(c) PARTICIPATION IN EXCHANGE CARRIER 
ASSOCIATION TARIFF.—A two percent carrier 
that meets the requirements of subsection 
(a) or (b) of this section with respect to one 
or more study areas shall be permitted to 
participate in the common line tariff admin-
istered and filed by the National Exchange 
Carrier Association or any successor tariff or 
administrator, by electing to include one or 
more of its study areas in such tariff. 

‘‘(d) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion: 

‘‘(1) FACILITIES-BASED ENTRY.—The term 
‘facilities-based entry’ means, within the 
service area of a two percent carrier— 

‘‘(A) the provision or procurement of local 
telephone exchange switching capability; 
and 

‘‘(B) the provision of local exchange serv-
ice to at least one unaffiliated customer. 

‘‘(2) CONTRACT-BASED TARIFF.—The term 
‘contract-based tariff’ shall mean a tariff 
based on a service contract entered into be-
tween a two percent carrier and one or more 
customers of such carrier. Such tariff shall 
include—

‘‘(A) the term of the contract, including 
any renewal options; 

‘‘(B) a brief description of each of the serv-
ices provided under the contract; 

‘‘(C) minimum volume commitments for 
each service, if any; 

‘‘(D) the contract price for each service or 
services at the volume levels committed to 
by the customer or customers; 

‘‘(E) a brief description of any volume dis-
counts built into the contract rate structure; 
and 

‘‘(F) a general description of any other 
classifications, practices, and regulations af-
fecting the contract rate. 

‘‘(3) SERVICE AREA.—The term ‘service 
area’ has the same meaning as in section 
214(e)(5). 
‘‘SEC. 287. SAVINGS PROVISIONS. 

‘‘(a) COMMISSION AUTHORITY.—Nothing in 
this part shall be construed to restrict the 
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authority of the Commission under sections 
201 through 205 and 208. 

‘‘(b) RURAL TELEPHONE COMPANY RIGHTS.—
Nothing in this part shall be construed to di-
minish the rights of rural telephone compa-
nies otherwise accorded by this Act, or the 
rules, policies, procedures, guidelines, and 
standards of the Commission as of the date 
of enactment of this section.’’. 
SEC. 5. LIMITATION ON MERGER REVIEW 

(a) AMENDMENT.—Section 310 of the Com-
munications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 310) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(f) DEADLINE FOR MAKING PUBLIC INTER-
EST DETERMINATION.—

‘‘(1) TIME LIMIT.—In connection with any 
merger between two percent carriers, or the 
acquisition, directly or indirectly, by a two 
percent carrier or its affiliate of the securi-
ties or assets of another two percent carrier 
or its affiliate, the Commission shall make 
any determination required by subsection (d) 
of this section or section 214 not later than 
60 days after the date an application with re-
spect to such merger is submitted to the 
Commission. 

‘‘(2) APPROVAL ABSENT ACTION.—If the Com-
mission does not approve or deny an applica-
tion as described in paragraph (1) by the end 
of the period specified, the application shall 
be deemed approved on the day after the end 
of such period. Any such application deemed 
approved under this subsection shall be 
deemed approved without conditions.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The provisions of 
this section shall apply with respect to any 
application that is submitted to the Commis-
sion on or after the date of enactment of this 
Act. Applications pending with the Commis-
sion on the date of enactment of this Act 
shall be subject to the requirements of this 
section as if they had been filed with the 
Commission on the date of enactment of this 
Act. 
SEC. 6. TIME LIMITS FOR ACTION ON PETITIONS 

FOR RECONSIDERATION OR WAIVER. 
(a) AMENDMENT.—Section 405 of the Com-

munications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 405) is 
amended by adding to the end the following: 

‘‘(c) EXPEDITED ACTION REQUIRED.—
‘‘(1) TIME LIMIT.—Within 90 days after re-

ceiving from a two percent carrier a petition 
for reconsideration filed under this section 
or a petition for waiver of a rule, policy, or 
other Commission requirement, the Commis-
sion shall issue an order granting or denying 
such petition. If the Commission fails to act 
on a petition for waiver subject to the re-
quirements of this section within this 90-day 
period, the relief sought in such petition 
shall be deemed granted. If the Commission 
fails to act on a petition for reconsideration 
subject to the requirements of this section 
within this 90 day period, the Commission’s 
enforcement of any rule the reconsideration 
of which was specifically sought by the peti-
tioning party shall be stayed with respect to 
that party until the Commission issues an 
order granting or denying such petition. 

‘‘(2) FINALITY OF ACTION.—Any order issued 
under paragraph (1), or any grant of a peti-
tion for waiver that is deemed to occur as a 
result of the Commission’s failure to act 
under paragraph (1), shall be a final order 
and may be appealed.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The provisions of 
this section shall apply with respect to any 
petition for reconsideration or petition for 
waiver that is submitted to the Commission 
on or after the date of enactment of this Act. 
Pending petitions for reconsideration or pe-
titions for waiver shall be subject to the re-
quirements of this section as if they had 
been filed on the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from 
Wyoming (Mrs. CUBIN) and the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. GORDON) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Wyoming (Mrs. CUBIN). 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mrs. CUBIN. Madam Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and to include extraneous mate-
rial on H.R. 3850, as amended. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Wyoming? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. CUBIN. Madam Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Madam Speaker, I introduced H.R. 

3850 to lessen the burdens on small and 
mid-size telephone companies and to 
allow them to shift more of their re-
sources to deploying advanced tele-
communications services to consumers 
in all areas of the country. 

Small and mid-size companies are 
truly that. While the more than 1,200 
small and mid-size companies serve 
less than 10 percent of the Nation’s 
lines, they cover a much larger per-
centage of rural markets and are lo-
cated in or near most major markets in 
the country. 

Some of these telephone companies 
are mom and pop operations, typically 
serving rural areas of the country 
where most other carriers fear to 
tread, in high cost places where it is 
much less profitable than in more pop-
ulated areas. 

In 1996, Congress passed historic leg-
islation in the form of the Tele-
communications Act. 

Section 706 of the act sent a clear 
message to the American people and to 
the Federal Communications Commis-
sion that the deployment of new tele-
communications services in rural areas 
around the country must happen 
quickly and without delay.

Unfortunately, the FCC has not made 
it any easier for small telephone com-
panies to deploy advanced services in 
rural areas. In some cases, they have 
actually made it more difficult. The 
reason is that the FCC, more often 
than not, uses a one-size-fits-all model 
in regulating Incumbent Local Ex-
change Carriers. 

This type of model may be fine for 
the big companies that have the ability 
to hire legions of attorneys and staff to 
interpret and ensure compliance with 
Federal rules. However, I for one would 
rather see the small and mid-size com-
panies use their resources to deploy 
new services and make investment in 
their telecommunications infrastruc-
ture. 

Two examples of these burdensome 
FCC requirements are CAM and ARMIS 
reports. These reports separately cost 
about $500,000 to compile and would 

equate to a small telephone company 
installing a DSLAM or other facilities 
to provide high-speed Internet services 
to customers in rural areas. 

Just to give my colleagues an exam-
ple of how burdensome these reports 
are, the commission’s instructions for 
filing the reports are over 900 pages 
long. More often than not, the FCC, ac-
cording to their own testimony, does 
not refer to these reports and, in some 
cases, simply ignores the data filed by 
the mid-size companies. 

Let me be very clear, because this is 
very important. The bill does nothing 
to restrict the commission’s authority 
to request this or any other data that 
it sees fit. 

I want to be fair. The FCC should be 
commended for their efforts to bring 
some of these reporting requirements 
down to a reasonable level. They have 
made advances in their area. In fact, 
during our hearing on this legislation, 
the FCC told the Committee on Tele-
communications, Trade and Consumer 
Protection that it may be issuing a no-
tice of proposed rulemaking on the re-
porting requirements for 2 percent 
companies sometime this fall. 

The problem, though, is that the 
agency’s time frame on issuing these 
proposed rules has changed like the 
Wyoming winds. It is time that those 
obligations are met, and this legisla-
tion would solidify what the FCC has 
already promised to do for a long time. 

In addition, I want everyone to know 
that we have bent over backwards to 
accommodate many of the initial con-
cerns that some Members had with this 
legislation and have incorporated a 
majority of their helpful suggestions. 
And for their suggestions, I am very 
grateful because I think that the legis-
lation has been improved. 

Some of the changes that were adopt-
ed during the Committee on Com-
merce’s consideration of the bill took 
into account several technical provi-
sions that will continue to allow the 
FCC to do its job but in a way that still 
ensures that small and mid-size compa-
nies are treated differently than the 
huge companies. 

In closing, Madam Speaker, I want to 
state for the record what this legisla-
tion does and what it does not do. 
Number one, the bill does not re-open 
the 1996 act. It does not fully deregu-
late 2 percent carriers. It does not im-
pact regulations dealing with large 
local carriers. It would, however, be 
the first freestanding legislation that 
would modernize regulations of 2 per-
cent carriers. It would accelerate com-
petition in many small to mid-size 
markets, accelerate the deployment of 
new advanced telecommunications 
services in rural areas, and benefit con-
sumers by allowing 2 percent carriers 
to redirect their resources to network 
investment and to new services. 
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Madam Speaker, this legislation is 

critical for rural areas across the coun-
try where these small telephone com-
panies operate. Without this bill, these 
2 percent companies will continue to be 
burdened with this one-size-fits-all reg-
ulatory approach that has kept them 
from providing rural areas with what 
they need most, and that is a piece of 
the new economy based on tele-
communications. 

Madam Speaker, I want to thank 
very sincerely the members of the 
Committee on Commerce, the staff, 
and my own staff for their help in mov-
ing this bill. I ask my colleagues to 
support this important piece of legisla-
tion. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

b 1700

Mr. GORDON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I rise today in support of legislation 
of which I am an original cosponsor, 
H.R. 3850, the Independent Tele-
communications Consumer Enhance-
ment Act. It is this type of legislation 
that represents what can be accom-
plished by working with Members on 
both sides of the aisle to find con-
sensus. Working together with my col-
league, the gentlewoman from Wyo-
ming (Mrs. CUBIN), we were able to 
craft this bipartisan bill which I be-
lieve is a practical step that we can 
take this year to address the growing 
digital divide in our Nation’s rural 
areas. 

H.R. 3850 provides targeted regu-
latory relief to small and midsized 
independent telephone companies that 
serve fewer than 2 percent of the Na-
tion’s phone lines. Allowing such com-
panies to devote more resources to de-
ploying high speed data services to 
their customers, these carriers are 
uniquely positioned to play a large role 
in the development of advanced serv-
ices to consumers in rural and small 
communities. Unfortunately, they are 
wasting resources complying with one-
size-fits-all regulations originally in-
tended for the larger carriers. 

H.R. 3850 would eliminate unneces-
sary reporting requirements, make it 
easier for small and midsized compa-
nies to introduce new advanced serv-
ices and give them the flexibility to 
lower prices in response to competition 
from larger companies. Finally, it 
would ensure that FCC take into ac-
count the burden on smaller businesses 
when it implements Federal Rules in 
the future. 

Instead of spending money on com-
plying with useless regulations, this 
bill will allow companies to devote 
more of their resources to rolling out 
new advanced services to rural commu-
nities. 

H.R. 3850 is a common sense step we 
can take to close the digital divide in 

rural areas, and I urge my colleagues 
to support it. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mrs. CUBIN. Madam Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. DEAL). 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Madam Speak-
er, I thank the gentlewoman for yield-
ing me this time. 

In the 1996 Telecommunications Act, 
one of the purposes, and the primary 
purpose, was to deregulate the issue of 
telecommunications in this country, 
but we have not deregulated the regu-
lators. I commend the gentlewoman for 
bringing this bill because it attempts 
to take one further step in the direc-
tion of dealing with the monopolistic 
system that we have now said the bar-
riers must be removed from. 

As long as regulations are in place 
with a one-size-fits-all approach, these 
smaller providers, in this case those 
with 2 percent or less of the providing 
capacity in this country, are faced with 
regulations that really make their op-
erations sometimes prohibitive. I com-
mend the gentlewoman for offering this 
bill to remove these regulatory re-
straints because many of these small 2 
percent or less of the carrier providers 
are located in States like hers and in 
rural areas of a State like mine. They 
are the ones who need to devote their 
funding and their resources to an infra-
structure development, because with-
out that they cannot be competitive 
with the bigger competitors in the 
marketplace. 

So I support this legislation, and I 
again thank the gentlewoman for 
yielding me this time. 

Mr. GORDON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. BARRETT), a cosponsor 
of this legislation.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Madam 
Speaker, I am pleased to join my col-
leagues from the Committee on Com-
merce in support of the Independent 
Telecommunications Consumer En-
hancement Act. 

Along with the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. GORDON) and the gentleman 
from Mississippi (Mr. PICKERING), I am 
an original cosponsor of the bill that 
was introduced by the gentlewoman 
from Wyoming (Mrs. CUBIN) last year. 
This bipartisan bill, which was ap-
proved in committee on a voice vote, 
would relax some of the FCC’s one-size-
fits-all regulations for our Nation’s 
small and midsized local telephone 
companies; those with less than 2 per-
cent of the Nation’s phone lines. 

These companies serve communities 
across the country and are poised to 
offer broadband and other advanced 
services to customers who are often 
outside the scope of the larger compa-
nies. This bill will reduce paperwork 
for the smaller companies, increase 
their pricing flexibility, and allow 
them to bundle services on one bill all 

without reopening the 1996 Tele-
communications Act. 

In my State of Wisconsin, 81 of 83 
companies providing local phone serv-
ice are classified as 2 percent compa-
nies. By freeing these companies from 
portions of a regulatory system de-
signed with much larger companies in 
mind, we will be taking an important 
first step toward bridging the digital 
divide by allowing for increasing in-
vestment in Internet facilities in rural 
and suburban areas. I urge all Members 
to support this common sense legisla-
tion. 

Mrs. CUBIN. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume 
and just close by saying that I sin-
cerely appreciate the efforts of the 
Committee on Commerce staff, both 
the majority and the minority, and the 
original cosponsors, the gentleman 
from Tennessee (Mr. GORDON), the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. BARRETT), 
and the gentleman from Mississippi 
(Mr. PICKERING) for their work on this 
bill. 

Also, I wish to extend my thanks to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. MARKEY) and his staff, who have 
been very cooperative and have helped 
us make changes to the legislation 
that make it better legislation. 

Madam Speaker, I have no further re-
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. GORDON. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume and will just quickly conclude by 
saying that I concur with the accolades 
of the gentlewoman from Wyoming 
(Mrs. CUBIN), and would also again 
thank her for her initiative in this 
area.

Mr. MARKEY. Madam Speaker, I want to 
start off by thanking Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. GORDON, 
Chairman TAUZIN, Mr. DINGELL, and Chairman 
BLILEY for being responsive to many of the 
concerns that have been raised about the un-
derlying bill. 

The bill being offered today contains many 
helpful clarifications and changes embodied in 
it that were in response to concerns I have 
raised about the measure. I believe that in its 
current form it will clarify the ability of the 
Commission to protect consumers and safe-
guard competitive gains in many of its provi-
sions. 

I would like to focus my remarks on a cou-
ple of areas that I suggest need additional re-
finement and that I hope can be dealt with 
prior to sending this bill to the President. 

The first has to do with the pricing flexibility 
and pricing deregulation provision of the bill. 
The substitute will continue to allow pricing de-
regulation upon the advent of facilities-based 
competition in a given service area. The facili-
ties-based competitor however is only required 
to have at least one—I repeat, one sole cus-
tomer. Hopefully they will have more but the 
point is that competition may arrive, but may 
not be robust or effective in constraining 
prices. 

This concern, I suggest, is heightened in 
those areas where a company may still be 
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subject to rate-of-return regulation rather than 
price cap regulation. Regardless of what level 
of competition triggers pricing flexibility we 
must be cognizant of the serious repercus-
sions that may result in situations where a car-
rier remains rate of return regulated. 

In other words, consumers in those areas 
that are not subject to effective competition 
and receive service from a rate-of-return com-
pany run the risk of price increases. There’s 
no guarantee that prices may go up but there 
is certainly a risk. 

The FCC testimony with respect to this leg-
islation highlighted this risk. The FCC testi-
mony the Telecommunications Subcommittee 
was given is as follows:

[A] grant of pricing flexibility to rate-of-
return carriers without the implementation 
of protections comparable to those adopted 
by the FCC with regard to price cap carriers 
could be particularly problematic. Rate-of-
return regulation would allow such carriers 
to raise rates on other customers sufficiently 
to maintain the authorized level of return 
while they lower prices for contract cus-
tomers.

This pricing deregulation is not going to af-
fect directly any consumer in my congres-
sional district, but I would suggest to the rural 
members of the House that they may want to 
take another look at this pricing deregulation 
and refine it further because I believe—and 
the FCC clearly believes—that it runs the risk 
of allowing unnecessary and unjustified price 
hikes. 

The second issue I want to highlight is the 
merger review section. This section states that 
any review involving a so-called 2 percent car-
rier must be approved or denied by the condi-
tion within 60 days. I understand that the com-
panies do not want merger reviews to drag on 
for years, but I would suggest that 60 days is 
too short and unrealistic. 

While I believe the Commission is itself 
streamlining its process, if the majority is in-
sistent on having a merger review ‘‘shot clock’’ 
I would suggest giving the Commission a 
greater period of time. In addition, at our 
merger review hearing Commissioner Powell 
made what I thought was a reasonable sug-
gestion. He noted that often companies will 
amend their initial applications, often late in a 
review and after public comment. He sug-
gested some flexibility for the FCC to extend 
the review. 

I would suggest, therefore, something that 
would allow a one-time extension if a majority 
of the Commission voted to extend the re-
view—of if the filing company itself requested 
an extension. I think this is a more reasonable 
way to proceed because in my view 60 days 
is frankly too short a time and does not suffi-
ciently protect the public interest. 

I hope we can continue our dialogue about 
these issues and others and make additional 
changes as we proceed on this bill in the fu-
ture. Thank you. 

Mr. GORDON. Madam Speaker, I 
have no further requests for time, and 
I yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
MORELLA). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentlewoman from 
Wyoming (Mrs. CUBIN) that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 3850, as amended. 

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill, 
as amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

RECOGNIZING SEVERITY OF 
DISEASE OF COLON CANCER 

Mrs. CUBIN. Madam Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and agree to the 
concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 133) 
recognizing the severity of the disease 
of colon cancer, the preventable nature 
of the disease, and the need for edu-
cation in the areas of prevention and 
early detection, and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read as follows:
H. CON. RES. 133

Whereas colorectal cancer is the second 
leading cause of cancer deaths in the United 
States for men and women combined; 

Whereas it is estimated that in 1999, 129,400 
new cases of colorectal cancer will be diag-
nosed in men and women in the United 
States; 

Whereas the disease is expected to kill 
56,600 individuals in this country in 1999; 

Whereas adopting a healthy diet at a 
young age can significantly reduce the risk 
of developing colorectal cancer; 

Whereas research has shown that a high 
fiber, low fat diet, with minimal amounts of 
red meat and maximum amounts of fruits 
and vegetables, can significantly reduce the 
risk of developing colorectal cancer; 

Whereas colorectal cancer is increasingly 
diagnosed in individuals below age 50; 

Whereas regular screenings can save large 
numbers of lives; 

Whereas the Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention, the Health Care Financing 
Administration, and the National Cancer In-
stitute have initiated the Screen for Life 
Campaign, targeted at individuals age 50 and 
older, to spread the message of the impor-
tance of colorectal cancer screening tests; 
and 

Whereas education can help inform the 
public of methods of prevention and symp-
toms of early detection: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring), That the Congress—

(1) recognizes—
(A) the severity of the issue of colorectal 

cancer; 
(B) the preventable nature of the disease; 
(C) the importance of the Screen for Life 

Campaign; and 
(2) calls on health educators, elected offi-

cials, and the people of the United States—
(A) to broaden the message of the Screen 

for Life Campaign to reach all individuals; 
and 

(B) to learn about colorectal cancer and its 
preventive nature, and learn to recognize the 
risk factors and symptoms which enable 
early detection and treatment. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from 
Wyoming (Mrs. CUBIN) and the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) each 
will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Wyoming (Mrs. CUBIN). 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mrs. CUBIN. Madam Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 

which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material 
on House Concurrent Resolution 133, 
now under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Wyoming? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. CUBIN. Madam Speaker, I yield 

myself such times as I may consume. 
Madam Speaker, I rise in support of 

House Concurrent Resolution 133, 
which recognizes the importance of 
preventing deaths from colorectal can-
cer. Colorectal cancer is the second 
most common cause of cancer deaths in 
the United States. About 56,500 people 
die from colorectal cancer each year in 
the United States. The chance of cure 
is clearly related to the stage of the 
disease. Early cancers have an excel-
lent prognosis, while advanced cancers 
have a poor prognosis. 

Often, colorectal cancer does not give 
any symptoms until rather late in the 
disease. I have been touched personally 
by this disease, having lost a dear 
friend to the disease, when had it been 
diagnosed earlier, surely it would have 
been curable. By screening for 
colorectal cancer, cancers can be de-
tected at a very early stage, when they 
are clearly curable. 

Several studies have shown that 
screening for colorectal cancer by 
checking for blood in the stools reduces 
death in these cancer patients by 15 to 
30 percent. Screening for colorectal 
cancer is now recommended in the 
United States for all people over 50 
years or older without any symptoms 
of colorectal disease and no other risk 
factors. 

Colorectal cancer screening is an 
area in which the House Committee on 
Commerce has been very active. Under 
changes made in 1997, the Medicare 
program authorized coverage of and es-
tablished frequency limits for 
colorectal cancer screening tests. As a 
part of our work with the House leader-
ship in coming up with a Medicare 
package we can all be proud of, the 
Committee on Commerce reported out 
provisions in H.R. 5291, the Beneficiary 
Improvement and Protection Act, that 
would give consumers more choices and 
control in the kind of colorectal cancer 
screening services they can choose. The 
provision would permit an individual 
to elect to receive a screening 
colonoscopy, which is more expensive 
but more thorough, instead of a screen-
ing sigmoidoscopy. 

There are many other fine provisions 
in H.R. 5291 that would go a long way 
to improving the life for those Ameri-
cans on Medicare facing an uncertain 
future of colorectal cancer. 

Madam Speaker, I thank the cospon-
sors of House Concurrent Resolution 
133 for their leadership on this issue 
and in cancer awareness in general, and 
I urge my colleagues to pass this reso-
lution on the floor today. 
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